Due to a misplaced index, the Fig. 3 of article BFlood Forecasting and Decision Making in the new Millennium. Where are We?^by E. Todini, was incorrectly drawn and misinterpreted in the text. Although this misinterpretation doesn't alter the overall assert that the ensemble approach does not allow for a correct estimation of the predictive density, it was felt necessary to provide the relevant correction. The text from end of page 6 and in page 7: BAs can be seen from Fig. 3 , in both calibration (left) and validation (right) periods most of the prediction errors fall in the two lowest quantiles (~75% in calibration and~85% in verification), indicating that, similarly to what could be visualized in Fig. 2 a large quantity of predictions underestimate the flood values. Moreover, it should be noticed that the large majority of frequency values shown as a histogram for the 18 ranges lie far from the expected value (solid horizontal line) and outside the confidence limits estimated with the Wilson (1927) bounds (dashed horizontal lines).
The original Fig. 3 and its caption.
Must correctly read:
BAs already found by several authors (Hamill and Colucci 1997; Eckel and Walters 1998) , in both calibration (left) and validation (right) periods the ensemble is under-dispersive and most of the prediction errors fall in the lowest and highest quantiles (~75% in calibration and~85% in validation), indicating that a number of predictions, much larger than what expected from the ensemble spread, will highly underestimate or overestimate the flood values. Moreover, it should be noticed that the large majority of frequency values shown as a histogram for the 18 ranges lie far from the expected value (solid horizontal line) and outside the confidence limits estimated with the Wilson (1927) bounds (dashed horizontal lines).
Must be substituted by the following Fig. 3 and its caption 
